Claims 1-4. 6-1 5 ? 17-24. 26-29, 39-43 and 46-48 were previously pending in this 
applicatiotL By thi$ aniendmeqt, claims 1 ? 10. 12* 21 > and 29 have been amended, &?id claims 39 
— 43 haw been creeled. Applicant respectMly requests- reconsid^atioB of the present 
application based m the following remarks. 

Exmmimtr Interview 

Applicants ' would ' like to thank the Examiner ibf exteaidmg the courtesy of a telephone 
interview to Applicants 7 representative. During, fee. Mmw, Applicants* represeiitatiyc 
explained to the Exainmer thai Kolev does not disclose mer-defined pemiissloB information, 
The Examiner requested that Applicants file a fformal response for tether cansideration, 

Mefeetmn under K&C § 102(h) 
Claims 1-4, 9-15, 2044/29, and 46^48 are rejected under 35 ILS.C § 102(h) as being 
anticipated by ILS< Patent No, 6 J 25,283 to Kolev et al (herei naft% ^K^!ev vv ), To the extent the 
rej^tions remain applicable to the claims currently pending. Applicants traverse these refections 
as follows, 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set. forth, in the: daim is fbond, 
either expressly or inherentiy described* in a. single prior art referenced MPEP § 2131 (citing 
Vemiegmi Bras, v, fmtn&t&o* o/ California, 2 OSFQ2d JOSL 1053 (Fed. Or, 1987)). "The 
identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the . claim," M 
ijcmng Richardsm v, Suzuki Motor Co. 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir, 1989)), la addition, 
fct fhe reference must he enabling and describe the applicant^ claimed invention sufficiently to 
have placed it in possession of a person of ordinary skill in the field of tbe iftventtofo,** In. m 
Paulsen, 31 USSQ2d 1671, 1673 (Fed, Cit 1994). 

With respect to independent claim 1 :> Kolev does not disclose or suggest a method 
mcluding, at least, 

accessing, for each of the plurality of communications networks, mm- 
defined permission infbnnation and comparing the dialing string to the aser- 
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defined pmtii ssion mformaiion to determine If the call is alio wet! or is not 
allowed on each of the identified commmiications networks; and 

originating: the call on a respective one of the plurality of 
eommumeations networks if the call wa$ determined to be allowed on fee 
respective one of the plurality of comiiaunieatioas; networks, 

wKerein the user-defined permission Information comprises at least 
one of an : allowed phone .nismber and a blocked phone number 

With respect to independent claim 10, Kolev does not disclose or suggest a method 
including, at leasts 

accessing, for each of ihp plurality of commxmicatlons networfes, user- 
defined, penxnssion. information and comparing the dialing string to the user- 
defined permission information to deiennxne if the call is allowed or is not 
allowed an each of the identi fied co^mnnicatiaas networks; and 

ptevetitmg the call from being originated on a respective one of the 
plurality of communications networks if the call was determined to be not 
allowed on the respective one of the plurality of comrniinications networks: 

wherein the use^defmed permission information comprises at least 
one of an allowed phone number and a blocked phone niimher. 

With respect to independent claim 12 ? Koley does not disclose or suggest a computer 
readable media embodying a program of instructions executable by a processor to perform a 
method of communications^ the method including* at least, 

accessing, for each of the plurality of communicaiiam nMwork%. user- 
defined pennission information and comparing the dialing string to the user- 
defined permission information to -determine if the call is allowed or not 
allowed on each of the identified communications networks; and 

originating the call over a respective one of the plurality of 
communications networks if the call is determined to he allowed on the 
respective one of the plurality of communications networks, and preventing 
the call from being originated if die call is determined not to be allowed on the 
respective one of the plurality of communications networks 

wherein tile user-defined permission information comprises at least 
one of an allowed phone number and a blocked phone number. 

With respect to independent claim 21 ? Kolev does not disclose or suggest a 
communications device including, at least, 

a processor configured, to: , ... 



Attorney Docket 'Nm mm 17 
Cromer. No..: 23696 



10 



PATENT 



access., for each of the plurality of communications networks,/ the user- 
defined pennission infennatson and compare tile dialing string to the user- 
defined pem^ission iaformalion to determine if the call is allowed or not 
allowed on. each of the identified • ck^mwii^tion^ networks; 

originate the call over a respective one of the plurality of 
communications networks if t!he processor di^ermines that the call is allowed 
on the respective one of the plurality of eommimkations networks ; and 

prevent the call from being originated over the respective one of fee 
plurality of comniunioations network if the processor detenmrics tlrM the call 
is not allowed on the respective one of the pluml.iiy of eomrnimie&tions 
networks 

wherein the user-defined permission information comprises at least 
one of ail allowed phone number and a blocked phone mxmber. 

With respect to independent ,ctarat 29, Kolev does not disclose or suggest a 
communications device including,, at least. 



means for accessing, for each of the plurality of c^rnmimications 
networks, fee user-defined permission mfdrrn&tion and comparing the dialing 
string to the tiser^efeed permission. . information; : to determine if the call is 
allowed or not allowed on each of the identified eommuiHeation^ networks; 

means for originating the call over a respective one of the plurality of 
commonications networks if the call is determiaed to fee allowed on the 
respective one of the plurality of communications networks ; and 

means for preventing the call over the respective one of the -plurality of 
communications networks if the call is deien-mned not he allowed on the 
respective one of the plurality of OTmniiuiieations networks 

wherein the user-defined permission inanimation comprises at least 
one of an. allowed phone number and a Blocked phone number. 

As explained in Applicant's response of August 19 f 2008. in contrast, to the recited 
Subject matter, which bases originating and/or preventing a call on determining if a call is 
allowed or not allowed according to a comparison of the dialing siring to mer-deftned 
permission information- for each of a plurality of communication networks supported by a 
communication device, Kolev m instead concerned with "allowing the greatest possible service 
availability when the subscriber identity in at least one of the network modes is invalid. ?? Kolev, 
Abstract* lines 4-6, In response to Applicant ■ s previous argument^ the Examiner asserts that 
Kolev provide "more than , adequate support"- and has cited additional portions of Kolev which 
allegedly disclose the above-identified features. However, neither the newly cited portion nor 



Attorney Docket Ko. : 030517 
Customer No. : 23696 



II 



PATENT 



any other Kolev passage discloses or even suggests comparing user-defined permission 
iirfOpnatipn to a dialing string to determine whether or not'-a.c^ljs : dli^dl.:^ each of a plurality 
of commutitcatioB networks. Rather* Kolev is cosemied with whether or not a user has a valid 
identlficatioii and m able to communicate oyer a particidsr network based on 'taowfedge of 
comxrranlcations network supported service levels" (see Kolev, Abstract, lines 1 — 3)- That is. 
the service levels supported by the network indicate whetlier or not a user is able to commxmmai^ 
via the network. This has nothing to do with mer-cieSned ponBission information. 

There is no mention or hint by Koiev that: it would be desirable to. determine if ..a : call is 
allowed or not allowed according to. user~defiiie4 peHnission .mformalion.. As. sucb, Kolev is 
silent with respect to the recited sisbject matter. 

Moreover, even if Kolev eouid somehow be interpreted as broadly disclosing user- 
defined, permission information (though Applicants submit -that tm such interpretation exists), 
Kolev- does not disclose or even suggest user-defined intbmiaiion comprising at least one of an 
allowed phoiie number or a bioeked phone number. In reference to now canceled claims 39 - 43, 
the Examiner cites various passages in -Kolev as allegedly disclosing this feature, asserting that 
"where the user (at subscriber) has subscribed to services of die user's prefereivce to allow for 
access to different networks/" Appiieants respeetfelly submit that none of the cited passages 
disclose what is asserted by the Examiner, ami furthermore, that sueli an assertion is irrelevant to 
the claimed features. 

For example, the Examiner cites col X lines 58 - 64 of Kolev. This passage reads as 
fellows: 

The terminal further includes art input m^ans fer receiving Input 
fern the user sped one of said first or s^soisd networks- tome, 
for communfcations. 

This passage says nothing about an allowed number or a Mocked number^ as recited in the 
pending claims. 

As another example, the ; Bxa&iiner pt&s eoldljmes 1 - 9, which reads as follows: 

Referring again to FIG> 6, after a noB-eraergency call reqaest Is 
received m the terrestrial mode at Mock 130. mobile terminal SO 
detemrmes whether non~Sxlbscriber Identity Module based 
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subscription access exists M ieirestiial .mo : de;;at;'MoQk. I 33.. If such 
access exists, in other wards 5 if it is determined, that non- 
emergency access is available at block 132, the call request is 
processed in terrestri al mode at Mock 136. However, if no non- 
emergency access is available at block 1 32, the request is denied -as 
indicated at block: 134. 

Again, Koley fails to disclose user-defeed permission iuferoMtion comprising: an 
allowed phone number or a blocked phone number. Rather* in Koiev . a decision m to whether to 
allow a nOn~emergencv call is leased an whether fee particular network mode in use (here, the 
teire$trial mode] allows noa-^mergency calls withoiit a v^lid SIM, The nser in Kolev does not 
decide whether a particular network mode allows or disallows certain types of calls. 

The remairdhg cited passages also fail to disclose -msar-deSaed perniission inffomiation 
comprising at least one of an. allowed phone number or a blocked phone immher. Thus, Koiev 
Mis to disclose each and every d 1, 10, 12, 21 and 29, 

Claims 2-4, 9, 1 ] , 1 3-15, 20, ,'22-24, m& 46*4% depend either directly or indirectly from 
one of iMependent claims L 10, 12, or 2 L and thus are not anticipated by Koiev for at least the 
same reasons. Further, each of these dependent claims separately recites subject matter not 
disclosed or suggested by Kolev. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of 
claims 1-4, 9-15, 20^24, 29, 30, 34 and 39-45 under 3-5 ll.S,€L § 102(b) as being anticipated fey 
Kolev, 

Mejectimt under U*$*C* § l&3(a} — K&Iev &nd ! J&n$mn 
Claims 6~7 S 17-18 and 26-27 are r^ected under 35 tlSXl § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
oyer Kolev- (tJ. S> Patent No, 6,125,283) in view of Jonsson (US. Patent No. 5,915,234). 

Applicant, resp : ectftdly : kav$r$£& this rejection, as my. combination of Kofev and Jonsscn 
fails io disclose or suggest the recited subject matter, in particular, claims 6 ? 7 ? 17, 18, 26 and 27 
respectively depend from one of independent claims 1, 12 or XL which are believed to be 
patentable over Kolev as noted above. Further, Jonsson fails to address the above-noted failures 
of KoIev> Thus, claims C 7, .17, IS, 26 and 27 are also non-obvious and pate&iably 
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distinguishable over tbe cited prior art references/ Fi^rther* each of these-, claims separately 
recites subject matter not disclosed or. suggested fey any combination of the cited references. 

Accordingly, Applicant r^pectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejectiori of 
claims 6-7, 17-18 and 26-2? under 35 1XSXI § i Q3(a) as bem^ view 
of Jansson. 

Mej.e€timt smder ££& CL § 2&$(a) ~M®iey >: Jm$smn P mtd Sakai 
Claims 8, 19 and 28 stand rejected under 35 . tLS.C, § 103(a) as being unpatentable oyer 
KLolev in view of Jonsson in .ferther view of U,S,. Patent No, 7,010*296 to Sakai et al. 
(Iiereinafter, "Sakai")* 

Applicant respecf&Ily traverses this rejection, as : any combination of Kolev, Jonsson and 
Sakai feils to disclose or suggest the recited subject matter. M. particular, claims 8 , 19 and 28 
respectively depend fern one of independent claims 1 ? 12 or 21, which are believed to be 
patentable over Kolev and Jonsson as noted above. Further, Sakai fails to address tbe above- 
noted failures of Kolev and Jonsson. Thu% claims 8 5 19. and 28 are also non-obvious and 
pateniably distinguishable over the cited prior art references. 2 Further, each of these claims 
separately recites subject matter not disclosed or suggested by any combination of the cited 
references. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the Exajniner withdraw the rejection of 
claims 8, 19 m& 28 under 35 § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kolev in view of 

Jonsson in further view of Sakai. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing. Applicant submits that ail pending claims in the application are 
patentable. Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance of this application are respectfully 
requested. -Should atiy issues remain imresol^ed, the Examiner is encouraged to Meplione the 
undersigned at the number provided below, 

Date: 



Respectftilly. f t%f litted., 

By: fjUk jL0 mM£ -''' 
Kxkiirm Ekwaenie. R!eg> No. S§,344 
(858) 658-1901 



QUALCOMM Incorporated 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, CaUfomia 92151 
Telephone: (858) 651 -4! 25 
Facsimil e: (858) 658-2502 
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